| \" . DOCUBEWT RESUBE
ED-176 289 o | . €S 205 127

AUTHOR ' - Poindexter, Paula M. - .
TITLE " Non-News Users: An Analysis of a Non-vleulng
: ‘ Population.

. PUB DATE Aug 79 3

.NOTE 32p.; Paper presented.at the Annual ueetlng of the

Association for Education in Journallcm (62nd,
Houston, Texas, August 5- 8 1979)

EDRS PRICE MFO1/PC02 ‘Plus Postage. ' b
DESCRIPTORS -  Adults; Age Differences; *Infcrmatlcn Sources ;- .
' ' /Journallsm' Media Selection; *News Reporting;
Socioeconomic Influences; *Television; *Teiev1sion
Research; *Telev1sion Viewing v .
ABSTRACT ) e : .
Approxlmately 1, 200 adults were inteiviewed in a
study desxgned -t0 determine the identity of the nonviewers of .
television mews, the differences between local and network news
nonvievers, thekbﬁurces of 'news used ty nonviewers,/and the attitudes

. of nonviewers toward keeping infoxled of the news. The findings.

‘revealed: that about one-third of the respondents fell intc one of
three nonviewer categories: nonviewers of both local and network.
.news, nonviewers of local news only, and nonviewers. ot network news .
. only. A socioeconomic analysis of the nanvievers showed that young
‘adults were more likely than older adults to be nonviewers. Adults
wlth high education levels and income weTre more llkeiy found in the

. nonviewer cf both local and network news and nonviewer ¢f local news
* only categories,’ while poor .and uneducated adults were found in the
noNiever cf,netuork news only group. No differences were found
between men-and-wowen in 'their attention to ‘televised news. The . . ...
findinys algo revealed that nonviewers did not avcid:.cther news - [

‘'sources; only the nonviewers of: network news tended to avoid radlo
. and daily newspapers. (FL) . .

.

L 4
..‘ .
_####****#*i#ﬁ*******ﬁ*******‘##*#t#**Q*****#*#***###*****t************‘

U N aeprodmctions supplied by EDRS are the best ,that can be pade/ *
o from the original document. B

'ﬁ#*****## ***********##*****#*##**#‘**##**t*ﬁ*#***‘#**i#**#***#*********

o

\ .ﬁ'.‘




- U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
v ! I : $h EOUCATION 8 WELFARE 7
y \ - Co B NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF . : : . 3 .
- : L - ' T BOUCATION' S L
! .

- . ’( THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO. \ .
' ' . : DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM e - -, .
= . S THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN: . .
" ATING IT_POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS . .
: oo STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE. - ' i :
’ . . . © SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF . -
: ’ EDYCATION POSITION OR POLICY . o . :

Non-News« Users: .

An Analysis of a NanVi wing Population

by .

| Paula M. Poindexter | ' _ )

: “"PERMISSION §TO REPRODUGE THIS . . .
R 3 MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY . . . ' .

. - Paula M. Poindexter K

. _ S - - _ TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESQURGES
_ : ' INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)." 2

L R Al I T R I i A L T A I L DU B T

. . ) A
Communications Researeh Center ‘
S. I. Newhouse School of Puplic Communications : .
Syracuse.University , -

r - - I T
’ : . “b . i.. . . .
. - Presented to the Radio-Television Division, Association for - .
-(\~ o Education in Journalism Annual Convention, August, 1979

.

- . ° N . € . +
s . .

v ' 4




- -news.

)

An Analyéls of a Non-Viewing Population-

Non—News,Users.

1

“The firstlstudy to 1dén§1fy non-news users was conducted 15 years ago

1

“when Weétley and Severin® analyzed non‘newspdper readers. Non-newspaper‘

‘ )

-readers, though represent only one of four types of non-news users in the

' «*
in the populatlon are non-news magazine reaQers;

.

/
general - populatlon. ~Also,

.

non—radio news listeners; non-television news users!

e

“Even though there are

-ty

four types of non-news users, the picture presented in the literature is, un- ’

| °

!_Mo§t of'dha; we know--and even that is limited--is

2

fortunately-unbalanced.
confined  to onlj oﬁe segment of the non-user community.
Little attention has been devoted to understaqdiﬁg and'explaining the

existence of non-television news viewers. This is pastlcularly surprising

51nce approx1mate1y SO per cent of the general gopulatlon has ‘been 1dent1f1ed
3 K
&

This study, then, is.a beginnihg effort to understand this neglected"

*

as non-teleV151on news qlewers
“

* .

but 51gn1f1cant segment of the populat1on in general and of the non-news user

—

e iy i

the non-news v1ewer,

-]‘-....

It is felt

o e e e Ca e s e

that by studylng T

-'7commun1ty in parthular.

A,

- communication scientists and news practltloners can better understand the

complete non-news user phenomenon; in addition to the individual non-viewer

MY

who for, pe;ﬁ;ps, an untold number of reasonseooes not bother to watch tele-

T4
]

vision news. In order to present a refined -picture of non-viewers, this
: ’ : . ¥ .. : ¢

study will distinguish three types of non-viewers:(¥)'n9n~V19wer5 -of network

hews; (2) non-viegers of local news; (3) non-viewers of both network and local

-
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Whlle none of the pub11shed studies*ln the communacatrons !burnals are
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specifically devoted tp non-viewers of newsi there have been several studies:

’ . . . . ¢

~~ which have tangentially referred to non—viewers. Almost 20 years ago, Westlei
“and Mobius studled the non- telev151on household 4 While one could probably

. _ correctly assume - that persons who do not own teléV1smon sets are also non-

r 2

- news viewers, it would be pfesumpt1ous to say that non- teleV131on owners are
turned off to news. In fact, in thls 1960 study, Westley and Mob1us found
' .. -

) that non—TY;owning'respondents were more 11ke1y to favor radio as a sourcew""

Te

-

..<r._ of news and less likely to use newSpaperﬁf -

In a 1971.5econdary analysis of the W.R. Simmons national data, Roblnson :
XS

.

2 spec1f1ta11y addressed the non-v1ewer problem. He found that there was 1ndeed

. .
- ©

a non-network news viewing segmerft. Over the two week period examined,

- ’ ~

Robinson found that'the“majonity of the population did-not'watoh one national ‘.
L news program 5 | ;” , i

In their 1978 book, Telev151on and Human Behav1or, Comstock et a1 re- .

~ 14

viewed four studies on the audience and non-audience for news. The authors . T e
S o e - . . SR t oL . e ér . -' . ¥ 3 Ve e FOR BTN
: . concluded from these four ,Studies that - L S e e N
o network evenlng news ‘reaches far fewer perko S than one would :'a,f
. : . suppase from the - pub11c s acclaim of te1ev13;on dSga News source.

' . ] T

Robinson’ again looked at non-viewers of network news in a'r ently pub-

,I

lished ANPA Report. In this~1Q?8 study, he found that younger adults were, .

less likely ‘thdn their elders to read newspapers and watch television news. SR
Overall, Robinson found that almost half of the population had not watched ~  © g
any te1eV151on néws .on the prev1ous day . | S R

. . . - . . e . -~ N ~

Overall, very little is kndwn about non:9sers of teievis&on'news. " We S
; R L
.do know that there are a lot of non- Y:ewers "out there" and that most are :

-

. L4

ﬂrung and do not read. newspapers But we don't know" the1r coﬁplete soC1o—
R eéconoimic _ profile. We also don't know whether: there is'a dlfference between

. - -
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-those who avoid network news,'such as RobinSOn studied, and those;who ignore _/ C g

L}
L *

local newj We d0n't even know what k1nd of person the hard core non-viewer {

is -- the person who is turned off to both network and 1ocal news.

& o

Therefore, to learn more about non-users of telev;s1on news, a secqndary ?
analypis of data on non-news viewers was done. Four specific research

questions guided the analysis: *

1) Who.are the non-viewers? -

’m . .. . “‘" -
2) What are the differences between local News nonrv1ewers and net- :
e .~ work non-viewers? ‘
. ~ 4
3. What, 1f any, soughqs do non- V1ewers use for news?, o
f . .
_ 4. What are _non-viewers' normatlve att1tudes about the news? Do they
L feel an obllgatlon-to keep informed¥?' .. .
Methodology ‘ . .
)

A secondary analy51s was done on data collected by the Communlcatlons

\

e -'.Research Center_at;Syracuse Un1vers1ty.' Approx1m5tely 1200 adults, 18 years

. ' . . ’ i
and older, were personally intervgéwed 1n-three waves of 1nterV1ew1ng'dur1ng

“ e o . . o , .., L e e ",_,, U VU e ) ," PO . . . R .
“the” summer of 1978.° The respondents who were interviewed in a large North- ~~ ' :

eastern United'States rural county were randomly selected from the telephone’

Y ‘ . . - .

' e N directory. The telephone penetration rate in this area was above 90 per cent.

. This Northeastern_county has two major dailies, five weeklies, one major
1bcal ;télevision station, one non-local television station, and five major
iy ":. ' £

radjo stations. Mogt news viewérs reported watthing the local station rather

5than the;non~loca for news. oo . | | - :
- ‘ ;ﬁd Non;V1ewers were querled about their media use, 'socio- economlc background
'“;Ehh? a;d atuatudes toward keeping 1nforméd of the neys. Spec1fic 1nformat1on was -f
R ~TcoL1ected in tne follonang areas‘” ‘ "' S | R |
. }éfj 1) !sdia-USe. Rpspondents were asked; How often do you watch the local RN
- e o T

} sl -y & e ' . °
: . e 3 ¥ R 3 . -
b N - i, . .
. . : . . .
) _ . . .




“at

‘news at 6:30 on television? - Response categories were: -

,six’o'ciock"neus on television? How often do you watch the national

- .
R ~ . M . ’ v .

e . . . P
t

e

" "never or seldom"

4

. ' »
"one or two days a week" '
L ; | !
“‘mearly-every day" - .
“everyday"- . I . T

) . . . . ) C e

Respondents replying ''never or seldom' were classified as non-viewers and.

_analyzed in this study. Reéﬁonden;s were also asked about their frequency of

attention to daily newspapers, local weeklies and radio news. ' ~

2) Socio-Economic background. - Respondents were asked the length of-Time—

L]

- they- had liVed_in the“county, ‘their education, income and age. Sex of

X

) the respondent was also indicated on the questionnaire.

3). Attitude toward keeping informed. Respondenfsewere asked the~MoCombs

~and Poindexter News Norm Scafeg The scale composed of four items;

. measured the strength of a civic'attitude to’ keep 1nformed of news

< . »
e e W e .k

A T TR x-'v-"-'---n\v-v(~

_and current events. The four 1tems wh1ch formed a Guttman scale were

'events.

*

_\f} We all haVe a duty to keep ourselJes 1nfbrmed about news and current

A
-

'B. It is important to be informed about news and current events.\

‘C. So many other people follow the Rews and keep'1nformed about it that
it doesn't matter much whether I \do or not..

-
“ ?

D. ‘ good deal of news about current events isn't 1mportant enough g
to keep informed about. ~

. N L

" Three perspectives.were.used in the analysis of the data. First, the
" . _ . . LY . N .

[ . - : -
.

-

-data were‘éombined to produce four mutually exciusive subgroups:: y

,

-- .‘J' . L T " Y
(1) " non-viewers of both network andxlocal news (Non-viewers)

Y (2) non-vﬁewers of petwork hews -only (Non-network) . - -

. L 4

(3) «non-viewers of local news only (Non}local-)‘#r S

-. . . '._'. - ) . é* . ) . i

(4) ‘viewers of both local and .network news (Viewer) . '

. N ‘& n: ) - 1) " .I , -
. « s oA 3 . . Lo : . . ) . - S ?
i e B A ’ - R & e .
g - S e e . L R 6 - - " ‘3 ‘ " * »
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- .The non-viewers wete then compared with the non-network and non-iocal
. _ c ‘ .
groupS'to determine if.there were differences in age, egucdtion, income,

~

<

1ength of re51dence and sex.

3 ..«y/

'The second set of analyses compared the three non-news groups to determine
‘ which, if any, media were used for news. ‘< . |

o
L]

", The final set of analyses.tried.to determine whether the individual in

o _ the non-news sub-group held strong or weak attitudes about keeping informed
of news and current events. . :
. . A : T . .
L ' B . « . g : . : |
r o . S : Findings -
Table .{.shows that one-third of the respondents in this Northeastern

B ’ ' ) ' . ? ) . .- ° ' . . .
.county'could be classifiéd as a member of one of the three non-viewer groups.

v
.

Twenty one per centwdld not view any kihd of news on telev151on 'Seven per cent

ST )
: did. not.watch news and f1ve per cent d1d not view local news. Two th1rds of

- *

the sample vieweq both local and netLork news. 2

» Socio-economic-background - Age ] LN

Table 2 examfnes non viewers of both- network and local telev151on by age. * . ¢

.o

a negatlve relatlonshlp ex1sts between agé and non- v‘ew1ng .Look;ng f1rst .

v

"dt non-v1ewers of both local and network news, can be seen that over one-"’

“third of the.youngest adults (18—25) and over uarter of the 26-35 year

.

old'group~are.non—viewer5u POn the~opposite end-of the age continuum, only = ¢

R . A [ ) . - a " . ] v Vo .
n1ne‘per cent acknowledge be1ng non- newswrxewers. v : R o ‘ .
;.. A mnch smaller percentage of adults repotted not watch1ng lggﬁl_televisionj?"

S "_..\_ » . . ; \

news Agaln, the youngest age group was most 11ke1y to. not watch ldcal news.

, Rl

The monotonic.decline which was ev1dent in the non viewer of ‘1ocal an& network -

L
- ; .
“e
. . Y
. . . . . E . " R - .
. 0 . R . . ) . s . LN .
“ . " . . . 4, .
« \ . .. - - 4 A
., \ - . . v. . v
. - -\ N . . . . © o« . . N
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T~ _ News group.washnotffound'in'this nonaviewer of'local news only group | )

o - . i , -9 . N
) was .evident in the other two non-Viewing‘subgroups, 18—257year olds were also
R nost'likelynto not watch network news.

o b
L4

Soc1o—economic-background - Bducation o '

Lo
e

The influence of educatlon 1s d1fferent for each non-v1ewer subgroup;

aw
High school graduates and adults w1thotechn1ca1 degrees are in the group most

-

llkely to not.watch both network and local news Education increases the
. '\\ : ' '

_ 11ke11hood of non-V1eW1ng until- the college years*gff-
T’ -. ) ' BERS . I N
. drops off slightly. ' .

ich time non-viewing )

»

L 4

_ . College educated adults (9%) are most l1kely to be gon v1ewers of local,

news only whlle adults w1thout a high school degree are  least lfkely to be

_ T .
among th1s non-local group ( ee Table 3) ' b . ‘ o’
A reverse pattern is found amdong. non- v*gwers of network news., Adults

wath the least amount’bf edﬁcatl n are most 11kely to not watch network news.
Soc1o-econom1c baogground --Inco - .. o \ - '
. \ : \ .

The 1nf1uenoe of income on"ndn—uiewing; while significant, is not a

clea¥ly def1nedfpattern; _Looking‘first at.non-uiewers of both network.and
«e.” - local news,; it can he seen that the greatest difference between groups is ln
-. ;' the poorest and seoon highest'income groups. Poor people are least llkely
T;.to°he“non—Viewers whijL wealth1er people are most likely to be’ non—v1ewers.
' (See Table 4) o - ~ .

- e

At that point non- %

_ The 1nfluence of income is unstable in the non-network\group. The data

S . . ; 4 ; ) . . ' ‘ . . “. ‘ . - . \\
" « . . . ' N .
EMC s . ': Sl T ) '




’ not watch network news as the lower income adurts.. ) .

) _Are there differences among the sub- groups of non-news users and -their «

attention to radlo newe/ daily and weekly newspapers? To answer these

be” non- V1ewers of national news except for those in the $15,000 to .35, 000

income group The $15 000 to 25, 000 1ncome group is Just as-11ke1y to

PO . L0

»

Soc1o Economlc background - Length of Re51dence

Table S shows the 1nf1uence of three non- mutually exclusive length’ of

.
*

. residence categories on non—v1ew1ng. The three categories are ''fewer than L >

a.. . » P . ) .

.

Two types-of adults are most likely to not watch televiSion news :

adults who have lived .in the amea for fewer than 10 years and adults who have

11ved there all of thelr lives. Table 5 shows approxlmately one-quarter - Y

X-Of the reSpondents in each group reported being non-news viewers.

,,Hg_dlfferent pattern emerges among non-v1ewers of local news. . As 1ength
v ‘

_ of time in the.area decreases, non- v1ew1ng increases. In other words, newer

re51dents are more 11ke1y to ‘avoid local news than older residents.

- »

An opp051te pattern emerges for non- v1ew1ng of network _news. As 1ength

of time 11ved in. the communlty 1ncreases, so does non-v1ew1ng of network news,

Even though the patterns between non- vxewlng of local and non-viewing

»

: of network news are reversed ‘in actuality, the patterns are intuitively

consistent. People who have long residential ties to the community in which -

. . - . -~

.thex live are more likely to pay attention to the local news and less likely

. to watchfnationalvnews.*~The data suggest it is also the tase that new resi-

dents not feeling a sense of belonglng to the local communlty, are least

likely to. pay attent10n to the local news. o ’(

N L Use.of Other News Medja
r o - ' ' ' ( :

r Do non-viewers of telev151on news pay attentlon to other news medla?

- -
’ -

s

s

10-years" "more than 10 years" "all my life". - k _l R . W ~

re
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. . . r
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-questlons, the non-teleV1sion news groups 'were compared on the1r use and

_non- use of other media. y :
Table_6 shows'that overall, more non-viewers can be found among
_-everyday radio news listeners than amOng'nonélisteners. This suggests, .,

v

i . * »

- of course, that non- news v1ewers are turned off to the med1um for

LA . . A

_ news rather than the news 1tse1f

The f1rst TOW in. Table 6 compares the three non- v1ew4ng groups'

AY

fnon—use of radio news . It_can be seen that non-viewers of network news
are also most likely to be radio news non-listeners. The non-viewers . '
"of ‘local news are least likely to-fall into this category.

“Table 7 shows the relationship between non-viewing of hews and daily
newspaper reading. The last ‘Tow shows thatfmost-non;Viewers of news.can '
J“’be found reading daily newspapers;' Looking{along tﬁe first'row of the

table agaln differences among the non-viewer. groups are ev1dent. The

~» e

non-v1ewer\of network and local news group and the non~v1ewer -of network

“

news only group are, both more. 11k3' to be among da11y newspaper nOn-
readers. Adults in the non~loca1 news group are least 11ke1y to avoid- da11y .
~newspapers.' Thexe were'no s1gnificant d1fference§¢among~the non-viewing

,‘groups and the frequency with wh1ch they read weekly newspapers '

“Non- v1ewers' Att1tude Toward Keep{ng Informed of the News-

C

ST In-order to begln to develop some indicators as to~why some people .

- _use or a001d news, " the sample of re”?ondents was also askeg the McCombs .

L4

and P01ndexter News Norm Scale wh1ch measured respondents' attitude toward
) .
keeping.informed of.news and current e.vents.~ Did the\respondents'feel an -,

. .__oﬁligation;tolkeep informed of,not?' The four questions whioh'were used

. . ¢ ¢ ’ ] i ) '_.."" , .
.-, to ‘tap this sense of civic obligation had, in'an earlier study, formed a .

‘. A




' -;Gpttmen scale and successfu}ly predicted newspaper readifig.? 7/}_' NS
o If thernewsherm scale has an ianuence4on"non-viewérs‘évoidanée of
. L - s » . .- .
news, then persons scoring high on the 'scale should be. the least 1likély - N

) , . _ | S .
- candidates for non-viewing. And of course, those scoring low, should

: : . ' P - S
. : ‘. . . . . B

most likely be non-viewers. Table 8 shows this is exactly the case for
-non viewers of all news. . B ' e ’

Almost one- thlrd of- the low scorers are non-v1ewers of both network

~

. -
.

and local news compared to only one- f1fth of the- high scorers who are non-

v .

fv1ewers.

~

" Thé pattern is not as clear for non-viewers of network news and non-.
viewers of local news'only. There is a suggesﬁion of curviliniarity for

_~non-viewers. Adults. with both a strong and weak sense of ob11gat10n to

keep 1nformed of the news do not watch local- news. - For non- v1ewers, the
o .
_trend_is slightly mere in 1#ne with the expectation that low scorers are -

Ny

ﬁonaviewers'of nerQBrk news. f_' N
The inflqence.of the;scale within ;éefgroﬁﬁs'was also exaTined. The - f{ﬂ .
18-25.year old grqué was of particular interest in this study since this
is the'ége gro@p;thgt ;ppears to_be most turned_off! to sél_kinds of news. ,
it can be .seen in'Table 9 that the influence of the news norm is .' , - \\:
pagnified'in the’;;;ngeszsubgroups;_ In rhe 18-25 year‘eldlgroup, the A: _ }

o

_:percentage of adults whe”hqve a-weak sense of obligation to keep-ihformed X

- b |

.and do not watch television news almost doubles. In fact, there are  ~ i '\
more than_th and a half times és many +persons scoring low on the news = ' ’ \”
. _ * , K] . . - \ . ) . , .

’ - o . . . : . . . 7

norm scale as scoring h1gh. - The news norm part1a11y explains why there

S N
are 30 many young people turnlng off to television ﬁews (and also news- . )

.papers). Th1s group not only ‘does not feel an ob11gat10n ta be 1nformed




. -4
-

1t also does not keep informed of news via televxslon.

>

.,

Lo '

. no,n-news v1ewer.

‘between the newsfnorm and non-view1ng of_network news. -

. o &

!

The pattern is somewhat d1fferent for the network non—V1ewef and local

-

Among the 18- 25 year olds there 1s~an 1nVerted U. relatlon

Young adults who have

both afvery weak and a verfﬁstrong sense offduty tofkeep informed are Jeast .

’

11kely to be- nonuv1ewers of news. People who have a moderate sense of duty Lo -,

/

: are mos t likely to be non- v1ewers of news. -

-

,.,. ? . ’

,..-' Thg pattern 1s reversed for 18- 25 year old non~local v1ewers. Young

..~

“adults who are Ver strong and very eak are most llkely to not ay aktent1on
. " p

" to local news whlle those who have a moderate sense of duty are least

. 11kely ta not watch;/petwork news. %

E Table 9 that a greater proportlon of viewers who have a weak att1tude about ’

s - keeping 1nformed are -among the viewers.

keeplng them tun in to tele01513n news..

-
-

s1gn1f1cant 1nfluence of a-person s sense of duty to keep informed and non-

-

\ o
It should be noted from looang at the v1ewers of te1ev1slon news m - .

’

Apparently, other var1ables are

- .

'

3‘

/

For the 35 45, 46 55 and above 65 groups, there was llttle or ng - i

v1ew1ng of news.. But in the 55 65 age groups, there was _some 1nfluence of |

L]

‘the norm.

L]

In this older age'group, adults storing the lowest on.the norm are,

N,

2

mds~;1ikély to- be among non-viewers.
( w

As the strémgth of the norm increises,

- 3 ‘

) there is a sugge tion that non-v1ew1ng increases among those who av01d ‘both

|

networ!‘hnd local news. It is evident from Table 9, \té:t a, larger prdportlon .
P

. of adults with a weik sense of 6b11gat1on to keep 1nformed are among the - ' o L

' viewers. Aga1n, some. other varlable must bé operatlve. ) Lﬁv
7 * PR ) ' "/‘
! B : ' . ; " " - ’ .
. ceTL R . ! Summa .
; e Y. 7. .
Thls study examlned four §pec1f1c researdh questlons._ ' . .
. S e v _ .
N ’ ) § - v 0 f ' .
. . " l . ° 1’ ¢ » ‘
. R D . : ) _
. * ' y . d . - : ‘
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ﬁ‘ *th are the non-\/1ewer‘§ of tel%ﬂsion news?o S . ,’ . ’

" "2) Whan.are the differences between local news nen- {lewers_and network
"vjv_’news non-viewers? ° .- . A '

LN
ey ' .’_

3) What sources do non- v1ewers use for news?

. a

4) Do nOn-v1ewers feel an obllgatlon to keep 1nformed of the news’

* To answer, these queStlons a secondary anuiysls ‘was done on data

1collebted during the su?ferng‘1978 by the Coﬂmunlcatlons Research Center

N

'aﬂlﬁ' 'w‘at Syrapuse Un1Versity The’ ddata were collected through personal 1nter-

’

v1ews w1th approxrﬁately 1200 randomly selected adults in a Northeastérn

. W

'Un1ted-States rural county S
t ..- . ’ . . . ’\ t.g 9
L Por the analysls, the i::i’wg;e‘flrst COmblned to broduce four mutually
) eXcluS1ve sub groups.__,*' € ‘_” | o ) h v‘. |

(l) non- v1ewerstof hoth network and local news (Non v1ewers)

- '(21 non V1ewers of’network news. only (Non network) R

) ey L
’ .
:-[\

; . (3} non-uleWers of - local news-only (Non-local) <

_ '(4) viewers of both local and network news (Viewer)
The non -viewer subgroups were then compared to determrne soi;gyeconomic,;'

.-

- me h use, and attitudinal dlfferences. v _ ) T

! -

.

Tables 10 and ll summarlze the soc1o econom1c and medla use dlfferences

of the three non~v1ewer groups The analy51s showed that young adults were

-

t1on and income. were more likely to be non~V1eWers of all new§ h'ograms or

- b t
communlty were more 11ke1y to be non~V1ewers of television news programs.

R . . / ﬁ“
- TV ™ .

-

» . .
more. 1likely than older adults to be non- v1ewers¢. Adults w1th”h1gh educa- )
\

New re31dents did not watch local news’ and longrtlme resadents d1d not RS .

PR
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RN

watch network'news Women and ‘men were about equally 11ke1y to be non-

-

. . € . 4 ,

viewers of local and network felevrsion news. . . .- . ‘F
Two major findings emerged from the ahalxsis of non;viewers'-use_of,

?

- . " R / ~ ' B e T
other media. First, all non-viewers are not turned off to news from other
: % ' e -
. sources. Secondly, - the three non-viewer groups dlffered 1n‘the1r dse and

/

non-use of radio news and dd!ly newgpapers. . ' , ' o

v . N

~t Non-viewers of both local and.network news were'mostflikely to be found. .

'F“among da11y 11steners of radlo news. Non-viewers of'10ca1'news\ondy were .. - a T
most likely ‘to be found in the da11y newspaper read1ng group and least e R

'11ke1y to: be among non- readers and non- 11steners of ‘radio news. Non—v1ewers T
. , ‘

of network news only weri most 11ke1y to "be’ among ‘the non -listeners of
. L e ) ]

'radlo news and non-readers of dally newspapers IThe non-network news .

' . ) . . . -

IV1cwer was. in ‘the one group mos t turned of f thnews.-.¢~ S ,ﬁ" o . {tf

Non-V1ewers of network and local news were also analyzed by a set of

..'questlons which tapped a cu1tura1 norm ‘that peopl feel‘thay:have-a.duty to . . \
G \ : .

. keep 1nformed of news and current events. When th$ 1nf1uence of th1s c1t1zen_~‘

- duty. was examined on non—v1ewers, 1t was found.to‘partlally exphaln whx B

/ .

LS

some people do not watch television news. People thh a weak sense. of ) _?

ob11gatnon to keep 1nformed were more 11keiy to not watch News . Thlsiwas

— ‘ y'
part1cu1ar1y true for the two non- v1ewer groups the\network and local _
non-viewers and the network on1x4non-V1ewers. .The data indicated that

N -
\

for local non- v1ewers when the strength of the norm was\hlghest non v1ew1ng

was hlghest ' . - [ S

v . |
] ' /

\ ’

When the norm was examined among various age groupsN it was apparent '1 ~ h. .\

' that 1ﬁs 1nfruence was strongest 1n the youngest age groups. Wlthln the ' .
\ » g . B
18 25 year old age group, the percentage of adults who had! 2 weak sense of

AT A




' “three £¥¥ths of the sample. - B

- of the adult pOpulation ‘in two stud1es on thé network evening news audience.

13t

t

obligation to keep 1nformed and did not watch television News was almost

-

e - Implications

b

*

. +This study has been an attempt to understand a large but neglected

'segment of .the non-news user-commynity. The large percentage‘of non-news

) ‘1

viewers underscores the importance of analyzing th1s group of people. In

this _study, for example, one ~-third of the Sample was classified as non-

viewers. And Robinson10 found non-news viewers represented as much as half

e

Two very important f1nd1ngs emerged from th1s study F1rst young

zadults were more 11kely than their older counterparts to not view local
ﬁand-nat1ona1 evening news .11 Secondly, adults with high incomes and educa-
tions were more likely to avoid local news while adults w1th low incomes

and poor educations'werevmore:likely to not view network news.

~

0f course, the natural question to ask of these findings is why? Why

.

are young adults disproportionately av01d1ng local and network news? Nhy

" is it that educated high income adults are not _turning on local news. - ¢

‘of the non-viewers.

__jmay:not have much relevancé to a blue collar worker worried about making

".while poorly. edUcatpd low income adults are not turning-on network news?

Unfortunately, these quest1ons can not be answered with the present

»

’ 3 ‘ ;
data. ’It-is speculated, though, that the content and quality of the local
. .t . ) o ) ' _
and network news programs .are related to ‘the educational and income differences
The network news, filled with coverage of world events,

S

ends meet. It'may also be true that local coverage of city hal] pro-

.ceedings fires and accidents may be too provincial for some of the more . -
’ Ll

L ! . <

-




"news

b
A3

edutated membens of the hon-viewer. commun1t( Of course, these are only |

~

%peculatlons. Local and network news must be content analyzed and non- ®

-

viewers must - be asked how they feel about v1ew1ng the ne before we-can'

¢

answer why the educatlon =rich-and education poor do not view television
. ; .

. ﬁ'.‘*_ o | A ‘ f I:_ -‘ﬁg

1

These data only measured non v1ewing of even1ng local and even1ng

v

”,network news. Subsequent\‘tudaes should also measure nOn-v1eW1ng of °
. the late evenlng local news, mdrn1ng nat1ona1 news and unch-time news.

~0n1y when all news programs are consldered can we truly begln to draw a )
- . . R | e
o complete‘picture~of non-news viewers. : ' L '

Future studies should also detérmine whether th1s non-v1ew1ng be- I

[

havior is active or passive avoidance. Are non-viewers purposely not turn-
K - | .

ing on'the_news_or igiit the,case that the news dqes not happen to be on .
/'s0 nof-viewers den‘t?haﬁpeﬁ\to watch it; . An examination of the aetivenees

" or paésiVehess.ef non-viewing-weuid be‘enormoule'beneficipl in understanding
this group of the population. E . | ‘ : . '
| o 12

* . ‘e

The MJ!Lmbs and POindexter News'Nprﬁ_Scale » which measuged respondents'

N . 4
attitudes toward keeping informed of news and current events, was used in an

-effort to develop some indicators which explain non-viewing behavior. This.

scale was helpful because it suggested that non-viewers, for the most part,

are less likely to value the cultural norm of keeping informed. Again, to get - -

L 4

a complete picture, other-secio-psychological variables such as attitudes: . .

"and normative beliefs must be examined if we are to truly understand the . - /
_ non-viewing phenomenon R )
B Y y - .

Also the d1fferences which were found " among the three” non- Vi groups ¢

suggest that futuré research should not analyze all non-viewers as one-

. * ’
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‘ | 15 .
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. 2 R . ’ o , Aty
Sl ‘ . ) _ o ,
hopogeneous mass, but should u%e reflned categor&es, such as thosefln v .
‘e -k s - . S :

. . \
th1s 9tudy,_1n order to accurately analyze and characterlze non-news : * ‘
consumers. . T : o N o < .' T
L “"‘- ‘9 . * A &‘ (9 - o . ’.
' Flnally, non- v1ewers should be studied in all types of mnga '

markets--large and small, urban'and rural Noh v1ewers shbuld also

.be studled in’ locatlons in whlch local neys varies in quant1ty,vquallty, L

4

“and- format,‘ Only when non-viewers. have been examlned across all media -

. .
t'

o

settlngs can we truly bring to grasp what 7mn news v1ew1ng really\ -

- ¢

means.- o : L e o
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11Roblnson op c1t., 1978 also found that young adults were‘mbrc ch.
likely to be non-viewers of news‘but Roblnson only looked at network . .' .

evening news.“ - - .
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Table 1 |
) - LA SA :
. Non-Viewers of News s v
i " Nog-Viewers of Both - | 21 T S
_ Non-chaI R - Z\ 5 .. e
Non-Network. . 7. - I 2 S
. . - Viewers of Both Local = - e '
" .- - and Network News ., 66 - P
. oo S . N ) 99% LR s . . .\\ .
| ' B LN
w | "(N=1221) " o \\\




18-25 . 26-35

b
S hne
v,

" Table 2
. Non-Viewing by Age

36-45. 46-55

\

56

" (N=192) *{N=205) (N=209) (N-218) (N=
% S % % -

T8

.

65
202)
%

.
.
o1
o,
v
‘e
.
~
.

Over .65
(N=171)
% )

#

, Nop-Viewersjof Both-

| ":.‘J.. . - . l : -  d .
-Non-Ldcal -
LN
LY N

. ;NQnéNbiwork .

Vieﬁers of’Both_
‘LQcal'&”Network News

R

X7 =.88.05; 15 df, p&.001

.*‘Gémma;=..32

35

'12_

44. o

>
. .

28 22 18

<0

66

fs

"

78

- 80
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. - - \-‘L_. Table 3 - o o T \; :‘/f..

Non-Viewing by Educatibg' ] - .

Some High ~  'High School+ - " Some .
~School . . Technical . ~: College +
(N=320) - (N=488) (N=400).

8 S % L %

)

%

_ Non#Viewers.ofiﬂbth - 16
Non-Local . - 3

' - L4
a .

{Noﬂ;Nétwofk o ” 10

Viewers of ‘Both Local’
* and Network News 71
N '

~

‘% & .

AN

xP = 28,71, 6 df, p.LOOIN
-Gamma = -.08 :-“‘ \\\\

S
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Table 4
-Non-Viewing by-Incbﬁé'

$15000-
.- 25000
- (N=

$10000-
15000

A 0 Wader - $5000-~ - N
o . (N=231) i

$5000' 10000 -
(N=188) - (N=247)

284).ffﬂ

Overx .

~ $25000
(N=112)
[(N=212)

. 2

fNoh~Viewqrs of Both

19 22 20 24+

[

_Ndn-Locai' o

22,

R an-Network"f'

L e t R f‘_i
.Viewers of Both ., . T L
Local and Network News . 70 - . ) ' 63

L0 - - -
4 . : [

05

*

xt = 22,11, 12 4f, p. &.
B 'Gamma_; ~.08 - |

-

-
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Table .5 . .
Non-Viewing by Length of Residence. Lo
= D ’ : ’ ot '
Py ﬁ LA EER e
. . Fewer than More than All my o |
10 years 10 years life : (l
Non-Viewers: of Both = 26, 16 24 Lo o
Non-Local . 8 7
Non-Network 6 8
. e X 13 - * ".. .' .
" Viewers. of .Bbth - : _ :
.. ' - Local- § Netwprk News 60 s 69 .
. . ) N
- ‘ ’
, . ’ |
\.\4. . . . , . y.. ; ‘...
- 2 o b4 l .
; x° =°20,0, B.df, pé .01 _ .t




. Table 6 . = R e
o '-, . ‘Non-Viewers and Radie News Listening®  ° - “.:_. : -
. . --\_'_- "y . N ! . .- , . ‘ . .

" Radio News Listening’ Non-Viewers . Non-Local Nor=Network Viewers. of Bo
- . Frequency - -ofBoth . = S Local- § Network News
T  (N=260) . .  (N=66) . .(N=89). " - (N=800)

% - % - L . %

P

T

- - Never or Seldom . . 15 12 - i_: 20 Loo1n

¢ '
o SR - S S . :
- One or Two Days. . =~ -~ . 6 = 14 6 " . T 5
Nearly Everyday . .14 0 12 - - 21 17

'Everyday | 65 ° - 62 1 s3 - . 67,

 x*=19.31, 9 df, pL.0l

" Gamma = .09 . h v e S




™.+ Frequency
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N
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-~ -~ Never or Seldom

Onefor-de Days
'Nearly Everyday
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X
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R T e
E Newspaper Reading '* - Non-Viewers

~of -Both
'(N=260)
%

¢

"Table 7

]

Non-Local

(N=66) .
%

. 26 °15 ~
* .,/ . .
9 11.
o i ‘
12 17
54 5§,
'q--'.

’x 'g_ 25.13’ 9 df’ ‘p‘.'.OO]_ L. .e',..

-

. .'_é.: I

rs and Daily Néwkpaper,Reading“

\

- >
. ’
. .
KTy o

. a

. Non-Network

(N=89)
%
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Viewers of, Both
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(N=800)
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| ) v :‘ Non-Yiewihg by ;he News-Norm Scale )
’ .i.Ve?y Low Low Med. .Hi-ﬁ )
| o (N=173) (N=292) = (N=393) (N=503)
. J* . % - LI %

' "Non-Viewers of Both 30 ° 18 21 18

O NoQ-Loc§1 .:" § L 4 c -5 | 7

Non—Network; - 8 9 '6' . 6

'Viéwers of ‘Both - ~'; .
Local & Network News ~ 54 69 69 69 AE .
. Co. .
" ’ ¥ .: v
S S g N
" Gamma = .10 ' .
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' Nqn-Viewers of Bdth \

~ 'Non-Local

- . Non-Network

qViewerslof Both

" Local & Network News

VerjiLow._'#ow_ "Még. 
- (N=28) 7. (N=54) (N=65)  (N=46) -
% % % $

Table 9

Non-Viqwiﬂg,by the News Norm Scale Controlling for Age

e e
o

C ot 5665 "
High

%

i

'

200 e 121

s4 . 78 .8 .78

X2 = 13;71, 9 df, pL .05~ | o

' Gamma =',24"

RN

————
o

. Very Low

(N=34)
%

Over 65
Low Med.
(N=66) (N=45)
$ ' %

6 9

85 87

75




" - TYPE OF NON-VIEWBR

Non-Viewers of‘Bdth

¢
.Non-Viewers of Local

News Only

Noh7Viewers of Network

News Only

.

. *-Adults who have lived(in the area more than 10 years but who are not life time

\

[N

\
.Residenéé _
New - 01d

{o s
» Table 10 D J
o e
 Symmary of - -
Socio-Economic Characteristics
of Non-Viewers of News
\ 4
'Age Education Income
“Young O1d Low - High- Low High
- . = \ - b1 l1€ . .

' V, _V/‘ :;?;;

v

~

" residents are excluded.

#+ The trend for the influence of income on non-viewing is not clearly defined.
The data suggest ‘that income groups above $5,000 are more likely to be non-

viewers than groups under $5,000.

31
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and the non-viewers of network news only group.

.

N

‘ “*Actually theré is only one .percentage ‘point dlfference between th1s group

5. :,_--. - ] Ty ] v
. ' '--.'hl. L - . 4{,; . . .
ol \A s . o " Table 11 SR
. . . . & . M L, . . ) . . .
. Summary of Non-Viewers' Use of Other Media
_ * 'Non-Viewer {lon-Vi,ewer - Non-Viewer
T« ~of Both . of Logcal, = of Network
. - . e Only Only
_an—Listqners of . ) - o ‘Least - - Most .
Z'Radio ‘.News . . . _ Likely - Likely
" 2Daily Listener of .Most Least .
Radlo News : Likely Likely
Ndn-Readers'o_f ' Legst Most*
.. Daily Newspaper. Likely Likely
Daily. Reader of B ~ Most Least*
Daily Newspaper . ' Likely Likely .
' ) ' .

>




